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REMARKS 

Claims 1 to 20 are pending in the application. Claim 13 
stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph. Claims 1 and 2 
stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b) as being anticipated by Hair et al. 
(U.S. Patent 4705,567). Claims 3 to 5, 8, 11 to 13, 19, and 20 stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stoffel et 
al. (U.S. Patent 5,801,738) in view of Wong et al. (U.S. Patent 5,723,179) 
and Kubota et al. (U.S. Patent 6,086,197). Claim 6 stands rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stoffel et al. in view of 
Wong et al. and Kubota et al. and further in view of Schwarz, Jr. (U.S. 
Patent 6,005,022). Claims 15 to 18 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Stoffel et al, in view of Wong et al. and 
Kubota et al. and further in view of Stoffel (U.S. Patent 5,198,023). Claims 
7, 9, 10, and 14 have been objected to as depending from a rejected 
base claim, and have been indicated to be allowable if rewritten in 
independent form. 

Applicants have rewritten claims 7, 9, 10, and 14 in 
independent form, thereby placing them in condition for allowance. 

With respect to the rejection of claim 13 under §112, 
second paragraph, the Examiner has stated that this claim recites that 
the cationic surfactant is present in an amount of at least about 1 
percent by weight and in an amount of no more than about 1 percent 
by weight of the ink, and that the scope of the claim is confusing given 
that both the upper limit and the lower limit of the range are the same. 
Applicants have amended this claim to recite that the cationic 
surfactant is present in an amount of at least about 1 percent by weight 
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and in an amount of no more than about 15 percent by weight of the 
ink. Support for this amendment can be found in the application as filed 
at, for example, page 40, lines 11 to 17. Applicants believe that this 
amendment eliminates any possible basis for this ground for rejection. 

Regarding the rejections of the claims under §§102 and 
103, Applicants have cancelled claim 1 and have amended 
independent claims 3 and 19 to recite that the first colorant is an anionic 
dye. As the Examiner has stated, the prior art cited does not disclose the 
use of sodium tetraphenylboride in one ink and an anionic dye in 
another ink, wherein one of the inks causes the other to precipitate. 
Accordingly, Applicants believe that these amendments place the 
remaining claims in condition for allowance. 

Applicants believe that the foregoing amendments and 
distinctions place the claims in condition for allowance, and accordingly 
respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of all grounds for 
rejection. 
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In the event the Examiner considers personal contact 



advantageous to the disposition of this case, she is hereby authorized to 
call Applicant(s) attorney, Judith L. Byorick, at Telephone Number (585) 
423-4564, Rochester, New York. 



JLB/cw 

October 7, 2003 
Xerox Corporation 
Xerox Square 20A 
Rochester, New York 14644 



Respectfully submitted, 




Judith L. Byorick 
attorney for Applicant(s) 
Registration No. 32,606 
(585) 423-4564 
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